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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is a first Office Action Non-Final rejection on the merits. 
Claims 1-30, as originally filed, are currently pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 2 recites the limitation "the need of a contractor" in claim 2, line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is unclear if the applicant is 
referring to the service need referred to in claim 1 or a new service need, and if the 
service agent or the service dealer is servicing the need. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 10-14, 16-19, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Rogers et al. (6,018,719), in view of Apsell (6,651,001). 
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As per claims 1, 13 and 17, Rogers et al. discloses a method for servicing 
equipment (Figure 5, character 338; disclose that a customer is referred to an 
authorized repair facility for a non-warranty repair, where the non-warranty repair is 
equivalent to servicing the product or equipment), comprising: 

forming an association/consortium of equipment manufacturers (Col.4, lines 37- 
38; discloses where the retailer which is construed to be the association or consortium 
since it is a collection of different manufacturers who agree to sell their products through 
the retailer and who also agree to have their information collected in the central 
computer); and 

providing a service agent of the association/consortium (Figure 5, character 320; 
discloses that when the person comes to the store and asks to have the product 
serviced the store associate which is being construed as the service agent enters the 
information), wherein the service agent refers a service need to a service dealer (Figure 
5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon receiving the service need from the 
customer, the customer is then referred to an authorized repair facility for repair), 
wherein the service agent is not an agent of the service dealer to whom the service 
need is referred (Figure 5, character 334 and 338; discloses that the customer is 
referred to an authorized repair facility, which shows that the facility is not the store itself 
and therefore the service agent is not an agent or an employee of the service dealer or 
repair facility). 

Rogers et al. fails to disclose that the association/consortium is made up of 
construction equipment manufacturers. 
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Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches that the association/consortium could be construction equipment 
manufacturers (Col. 1 , lines 27-34; teach that construction equipment needs to be 
serviced and that requests are put in to service the items. Since construction equipment 
needs to be serviced and manufacturers of any product would want their products 
serviced by authorized repair facilities to ensure the warranty is still intact on their 
products, the manufactures taught in Rogers et al. could be construction manufacturers 
looking to ensure that their customers receive the best service possible). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment taught by 
Apsell, for the purpose of allowing construction manufactures the ability to have their 
products serviced by authorized repair facilities to ensure that it is being serviced 
correctly. Another added benefit would be to give the customer a resource to help find a 
service provider, which would improve customer satisfaction. 

As per claim 2, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. discloses wherein the service agent is provided to 
refer the service needs to a service dealer (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose 
that upon receiving the service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to 
an authorized repair facility for repair). 
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Rogers et al. fails to disclose wherein the service agent is provided at a 
commercial construction job site to service the need of a contractor at the construction 
job site. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches wherein service personnel are provided at commercial construction 
job sites to service the need of a contractor at the construction job site (Col. 1 , lines 54- 
58; teaches that due to the size and mobility of the equipment servicing has to take 
place onsite, from this it can be shown that a service agent would have to be available 
to go onsite to inspect the equipment and then refer the customer to a service dealer. 
The need would come from a contractor at the construction job site if they were the 
customer who is tracking the maintenance and repair of the equipment. Since the 
equipment is construction equipment it would obvious that it would be located on a 
construction job site and that job site could be commercial). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment on a job site 
taught by Apsell, for the purpose of allowing customers to have their equipment 
serviced on site where it would more convenient, due to the size and mobility of the 
equipment this maybe the only suitable option. 

As per claims 5 and 14, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the 
above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the service agent is 
not employed by or an independent contractor of the service dealer to whom the service 
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need is referred (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon receiving the 
service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to an authorized repair 
facility for repair, the employee that referrers the customer, which is construed to be the 
service agent, is employed by the retailer not by the repair facility). 

As per claims 6, 10 and 18, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the service agent 
is employed by or an independent contractor of the association of equipment 
manufacturers (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon receiving the 
service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to an authorized repair 
facility for repair, the employee that referrers the customer, which is construed to be the 
service agent, is employed by the retailer not by the repair facility). 

As per claims 11 and 19, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the association is 
formed by contractually binding a group of independent equipment manufacturing 
companies (Col. 4, lines 37-38; disclose that different manufacturers are registered to 
the system, there is a contractual agreement between the retailer and each of the 
manufacturers to enable the retailer to access the manufacturer's national database. To 
have such an agreement requires consideration on both sides the retailer gets access 
to the customer's purchase information and the manufacturer ensures that the customer 
is being serviced appropriately). 

As per claim 12, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the service agent refers the 
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service need to a service dealer (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon 
receiving the service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to an 
authorized repair facility for repair). 

Rogers et al. fails to fully disclose where the service dealer is independent. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches wherein the service dealer is independent (Col. 2, lines 47-50; 
teaches that maintenance can be done by third parties, which shows that the service 
dealer is independent). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment by 
independent service dealers taught by Apsell, so that the manufacture doesn't have to 
rely on the local service dealers to repair the equipment and to better serve customer by 
providing them with a service dealer, if one that is connected to the manufacturer is not 
available. 

As per claim 16, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. fails to disclose wherein the service agent is provided 
to a customer's facility, a job site, and to an equipment dealer's facility. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches wherein the service agent is provided to a customer's facility, a job 
site, and to an equipment dealer's facility (Col. 1 , lines 54-58; teaches that due to the 
size and mobility of the equipment servicing has to take place onsite, from this it can be 
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shown that a service agent would have to be available to go onsite to inspect the 
equipment and then refer the customer to a service dealer. Since the equipment is 
construction equipment it would obvious that it would be located on a construction job 
site and that job site could be commercial, the customer's facility or the equipment 
dealer's facility). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment onsite taught 
by Apsell, for the purpose of allowing customers to have their equipment serviced onsite 
where it would more convenient, due to the size and mobility of the equipment this 
maybe the only suitable option. 

As per claim 22, Rogers et al. discloses an organization for a service system for 
equipment (Figure 5, character 338; disclose that a customer is referred to an 
authorized repair facility for a non-warranty repair, where the non-warranty repair is 
equivalent to servicing the product or equipment), the organization comprising: 

an association of construction equipment manufacturers (Col.4, lines 37-38; 
discloses where the retailer which is construed to be the association since it is a 
collection of different manufacturers who agree to sell their products through the retailer 
and who also agree to have their information collected in the central computer); 

a service agent for processing service needs, the service needs being the 
equipment (Figure 5, character 320; discloses that when the person comes to the store 
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and asks to have the product serviced the store associate which is being construed as 
the service agent enters the information); and 

a plurality of service dealers (Col.4, lines 37-38; discloses that there are a 
plurality of manufactures with different manufactures comes different service dealers 
because not every service dealer would be able to service every manufacturers 
product), wherein the service agent is hired by the association (Figure 5, character 320 
shows that the store has hired this associated and their authority to refer service dealers 
is granted by the store which is construed to be the association) and selects one of the 
service dealers to provide for the service need (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; 
disclose that upon receiving the service need from the customer the customer is then 
referred to an authorized repair facility for repair). 

Rogers et al. fails to disclose that the association is made up of construction 
equipment manufacturers. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches that the association could be construction equipment manufacturers 
(Col. 1, lines 27-34; teach that construction equipment needs to be serviced and that 
requests are put in to service the items. Since construction equipment needs to be 
serviced and manufacturers of any product would want their products serviced by 
authorized repair facilities to ensure the warranty is still intact on their products, the 
manufactures taught in Rogers et al. could be construction manufacturers looking to 
ensure that their customers receive the best service possible). 
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From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment taught by 
Apsell, for the purpose of allowing construction manufactures the ability to have their 
products serviced by authorized repair facilities to ensure that it is being serviced 
correctly. Another added benefit would be to give the customer a resource to help find a 
service provider, which would improve customer satisfaction. 

As per claim 23, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the association is formed by 
contractually binding a group of independent equipment manufacturing companies (Col. 
4, lines 37-38; disclose that different manufacturers are registered to the system, there 
is a contractual agreement between the retailer and each of the manufacturers to 
enable the retailer to access the manufacturer's national database. To have such an 
agreement requires consideration on both sides the retailer gets access to the 
customer's purchase information and the manufacturer ensures that the customer is 
being serviced appropriately). 

As per claim 24, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. fails to disclose wherein the service agent is provided 
to a commercial job site. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches wherein the service agent is provided to a commercial job site (Col. 
1 , lines 54-58; teaches that due to the size and mobility of the equipment servicing has 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,123 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3627 

to take place onsite, from this it can be shown that a service agent would have to be 
available to go onsite to inspect the equipment and then refer the customer to a service 
dealer. Since the equipment is construction equipment it would obvious that it would be 
located on a construction job site and that job site could be commercial, the customer's 
facility or the equipment dealer's facility). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment onsite taught 
by Apsell, for the purpose of allowing customers to have their equipment serviced on 
site where it would more convenient, due to the size and mobility of the equipment this 
maybe the only suitable option. 

7. Claims 3, 15, 20, and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rogers et al. (6,018,719), in view of Apsell (6,651,001), further 
in view of John Downes: "Dictionary of Finance and Investment Terms" (1998) 
hereafter Downes. 

As per claims 3, 15, and 20, the combination Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, but fails to disclose wherein the service dealer is a 
franchisee of the association/consortium. 

Downes, which talks about finance and investment terms, teaches wherein 
service dealers are often given franchise rights (page 223, definition of Franchise; 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,123 Page 12 

Art Unit: 3627 

teaches that a franchise is set up to allow excusive rights to a franchisee to service a 
manufacturer's product). 

From this teaching of Downes, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of 
servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell, 
with the idea of making the service dealer a franchisee of the manufacturer taught by 
Downes, for the purpose of giving the service dealer excusive rights to service the 
equipment and the franchisee often gives a cash investment back to the manufacturer, 
by doing this both parties make money on the deal. 

As per claim 25, the combination Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, but fails to disclose wherein the service dealer is a franchisee of the 
association. 

Downes, which talks about finance and investment terms, teaches wherein 
service dealers are often given franchise rights (page 223, definition of Franchise; 
teaches that a franchise is set up to allow excusive rights to a franchisee to service a 
manufacturer's product). 

From this teaching of Downes, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of 
servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell, 
with the idea of making the service dealer a franchisee of the manufacturer taught by 
Downes, for the purpose of giving the service dealer excusive rights to service the 
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equipment and the franchisee often gives a cash investment back to the manufacturer, 
by doing this both parties make money on the deal. 

As per claim 26, Rogers discloses an association of equipment manufacturers 
(Col.4, lines 37-38; discloses where the retailer which is construed to be the association 
since it is a collection of different manufacturers who agree to sell their products through 
the retailer and who also agree to have their information collected in the central 
computer) comprising a computer system configured to facilitate between a service 
dealer and a manufacturer (Figure 6; discloses a computer system configured to 
facilitate between a service dealer and a manufacturer, the computer will recommend a 
repair facility that is authorized to work on that manufacturers products and information 
regarding the products can be retrieved from the manufacturers database this includes 
warranty information) and further comprising a service agent (Figure 5, character 320; 
discloses that when the person comes to the store and asks to have the product 
serviced the store associate which is being construed as the service agent enters the 
information), which is an agent of the association (Figure 5, character 320; discloses 
that the employee is a store associate, the store is construed as the association so the 
employee is an agent or is working for the association), wherein the service agent refers 
service needs to the service dealer (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that 
upon receiving the service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to an 
authorized repair facility for repair). 
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Rogers et al. fails to disclose that the association is made up of construction 
equipment manufacturers. Roger et al. fails to disclose how the repair facilities are paid 
for their services on equipment covered by a manufacturer's warranty. 

Apsell, which talks about the maintenance and servicing of construction 
equipment, teaches that the association could be construction equipment manufacturers 
(Col. 1, lines 27-34; teach that construction equipment needs to be serviced and that 
requests are put in to service the items. Since construction equipment needs to be 
serviced and manufacturers of any product would want their products serviced by 
authorized repair facilities to ensure the warranty is still intact on their products, the 
manufactures taught in Rogers et al. could be construction manufacturers looking to 
ensure that their customers receive the best service possible). 

From this teaching of Apsell, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
equipment provided by Rogers et al. with servicing construction equipment taught by 
Apsell, for the purpose of allowing construction manufactures the ability to have their 
products serviced by authorized repair facilities to ensure that it is being serviced 
correctly. Another added benefit would be to give the customer a resource to help find a 
service provider, which would improve customer satisfaction. 

Downes, which talks about finance and investment terms, teaches that purchase 
orders are old and well know in the art as means of payment for services (Page 480, 
definition of purchase order; teaches that a vendor or in this case a service dealer would 
use a purchase order to deliver services at a stipulated price. Roger et al. is silent on 
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how the repair facilities are paid for their services on equipment covered by a 
manufacturer's warranty, since the customer would not pay for services covered by the 
warranty it would be obvious for the service dealer to issue a purchase order to the 
manufacturer to receive payment for services covered by the warranty. The computer 
system in Roger et al. would facilitate or assist in this process but providing the 
information to the repair facility that the equipment is or is not covered by the warranty 
and aiding the customer in finding a facility that could repair their equipment). 

From this teaching of Downes, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of 
servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell, 
with the idea of paying for warranty service through a purchase order taught by 
Downes, for the purpose of paying the service dealer for services rendered. Using the 
computer of the association to aid in this process helps in ensuring that the service 
dealer gets paid and the manufacturer doesn't pay for services that are not covered by 
the warranty. 

As per claim 27, the combination of Rogers et al., Apsell and Downes teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the construction 
equipment manufactures are bound contractually in the form of a consortium (Col. 4, 
lines 37-38; disclose that different manufacturers are registered to the system, there is a 
contractual agreement between the retailer and each of the manufacturers to enable the 
retailer to access the manufacturer's national database. To have such an agreement 
requires consideration on both sides the retailer gets access to the customer's purchase 
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information and the manufacturer ensures that the customer is being serviced 
appropriately). 

As per claim 28, the combination of Rogers et al., Apsell and Downes teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the service agent 
is employed by the association (Figure 5, characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon 
receiving the service need from the customer, the customer is then referred to an 
authorized repair facility for repair, the employee that referrers the customer, which is 
construed to be the service agent, is employed by the retailer not by the repair facility). 

As per claim 29, the combination of Rogers et al., Apsell and Downes teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein the service agent 
is not employed by or an independent contractor of the service dealer (Figure 5, 
characters 334 and 338; disclose that upon receiving the service need from the 
customer, the customer is then referred to an authorized repair facility for repair, the 
employee that referrers the customer, which is construed to be the service agent, is 
employed by the retailer not by the repair facility). 

As per claim 30, the combination of Rogers et al., Apsell and Downes teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, Rogers et al. and Apsell fail to disclose wherein the 
service dealer is a franchisee of the association. 

Downes, which talks about finance and investment terms, teaches wherein 
service dealers are often given franchise rights (page 223, definition of Franchise; 
teaches that a franchise is set up to allow excusive rights to a franchisee to service a 
manufacturer's product). 
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From this teaching of Downes, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of 
servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell, 
with the idea of making the service dealer a franchisee of the manufacturer taught by 
Downes, for the purpose of giving the service dealer excusive rights to service the 
equipment and the franchisee often gives a cash investment back to the manufacturer, 
by doing this both parties make money on the deal. 

8. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rogers et al. (6,018,719), in view of Apsell (6,651,001), further in view of Sanford 
Nowlin: "Sprint, Radio Shack will unveil joint retail outlets" (May 9, 1997) 
hereafter Nowlin. 

As per claim 4, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, but fails to teach further comprising training the service agent to 
understand equipment manufactured by the construction equipment manufacturers in 
the association. 

Nowlin, which talks about a retailer selling new products from a equipment 
manufacturer, teaches training the service agent to understand equipment 
manufactured by the equipment manufacturers in the association (Abstract, lines 16-17; 
teaches that the retailer is going to incur costs in training their employees on both the 
products and the services available from the manufacturer of the equipment, from this it 
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is shown that it would be obvious to have a service agent in this cause the employees at 
the retail store be trained on the products they are selling and referring for service). 

From this teaching of Nowlin, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of servicing 
construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell, with the 
idea of training the service agents on the products they will being dealing with taught by 
Nowlin, for the purpose of providing the customer with a staff what is knowledgeable 
and helpful when they come in for service. Without this knowledge the service staff 
would not be able to efficiently refer the customer to the proper repair facility. 
9. Claims 7-9 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rogers et al. (6,018,719), in view of Apsell (6,651,001), further 
in view of Examiner's Official Notice. 

As per claims 7, 8 and 21, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches 
the above-enclosed invention, but fails to disclose where the manufacturers are light 
construction manufacturers, which comprise soil compaction equipment. 

Examiner is taking Official Notice that it is old and well known that construction 
equipment manufacturers can include light construction equipment and soil compactors. 
Such manufacturers include Wacker or Stone, which both produce a line of light 
construction equipment that includes soil compaction equipment. These manufacturers 
as well as others would be an obvious addition to the association and would benefit 
from the method of servicing their equipment. 
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From this teaching of Examiner's Official Notice, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. 
and Apsell, with the addition of company's like Wacker or Stone, which are 
manufacturers that offer light construction equipment and both offer soil compaction 
equipment, taught by Examiner's Official Notice, for the purpose of aiding these 
companies in the method in which they service their products and also to allow the 
customers a wider selection and aid in the servicing of the products they purchase. 

As per claim 9, the combination of Rogers et al. and Apsell teaches the above- 
enclosed invention, Rogers et al. further discloses wherein a first of the equipment 
manufacturers sells equipment and a second of the equipment manufacturers sells 
equipment (Col.4, lines 37-38; discloses that a retailer could have multiple 
manufactures all selling different products). 

Rogers et al. fails to disclose wherein the products are in groups and where the 
groups are in different product lines. 

Examiner is taking Official Notice that it was old and well known in the art at the 
time of the invention to group different products by the type of product, and to have 
different product lines for different manufacturers. For example Wacker sells wheel 
loaders, generators, rollers, and saws; each of these products has different versions 
depending on what the customer requires. These different versions are grouped 
together. Stone also sells different products such as compaction, mixers and material 
handling equipment, each of these products has different versions depending on what 
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the customer requires. These different versions are grouped together. From this it can 
be seen that if the association had different manufacturers they would both have 
different product groupings and both are in different product lines. While the two 
manufactures have some of the same equipment they also have different equipment 
from their competitors. 

From this teaching of Examiner's Official Notice, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of servicing construction equipment taught by the combination of Rogers et al. 
and Apsell, with the grouping of products by manufacturers into different product lines 
taught by Examiner's Official Notice, for the purpose of organizing the information and 
aiding the customer in finding the best product to meet their needs. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PAUL R. FISHER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5097. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon/Fri [7:30am/5pm] with first Fri off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynda Jasmin can be reached on (571 ) 270-3033. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Elaine Gort/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3627 

January 17, 2008 

PRF 



